There are various constructs that represent positive aspects of human experiences (Lopez & Snyder, 2009; Marques, Pais-Ribeiro, & Lopez, 2011) . Hope is one of those constructs. In layperson's terms, we are hoping when we want something good to happen in the future. Likewise, many scholars regard expecting positive outcomes as the essence of hope. For instance, Stotland (1969) defined hope as "a shorthand term for an expectation of goal attainment" (p. 2). Based on interviews with adolescents, Hinds (1984) conceptualized hope as "the degree to which an adolescent believes that a personal tomorrow exists" (p. 361). There are numerous approaches and theories about hope (e.g., Averill, Catlin, & Chon, 1990; Herth, 1992; Miller & Powers, 1988; Scioli, Ricci, Nyugen, & Scioli, 2011) , which mostly concern individuals' hope for their own life. In the present study, we shift the focus from an individual's life to a society's, based on Snyder's hope theory (Snyder, 2002; Snyder et al., 1991) . This theory provides the most well-established notion of hope and has been widely studied by clinical, educational, organizational, and other psychological and social scientists (see Rand & Cheavens, 2009; Snyder, 2002) . Further, studies have adopted Snyder's hope theory to create a domain-specific concept of hope, such as work hope (Juntunen & Wettersten, 2006) . Snyder et al. (1991) defined hope as "a cognitive set that is based on a reciprocally derived sense of successful (a) agency (goal-directed determination) and (b) pathways (planning of ways to meet goals)" (p. 571). According to Snyder (2002) , hope theory consists of three components: goals, pathways, and agency. Goals are mental representations that guide action sequences, which can be visually and/or verbally presented. Snyder (2002) suggested two types of goals: approach (positive) goals (e.g., getting into law school) and avoidance (negative) goals (e.g., not getting an F grade). Since goals are what people want to attain in the future, they must now plan and practice. In this regard, pathways refer to producing at least one plausible route to desired goals. Agency is perceived capacity to carry out the generated pathways to reach the goals (Snyder, 2002) . Simply speaking, when people believe that they have the will and the ability to find ways to achieve their goals, they are hopeful. Hopefulness can be conceived as a trait or a state characteristic (Snyder et al., 1996) . People would have a certain level of hope that is relatively stable across time and situation whereas their hope in a specific moment would be affected by various situational factors.
Hope Theory
Studies have shown significant relationships between hope and positive outcomes, such as physical and emotional well-being (for a review, see Rand & Cheavens, 2009) . Longitudinal studies have demonstrated that children's hopes are critical antecedents to their wellbeing especially in transition times (Ciarrochi, Heaven, & Davies, 2007) . Hope also is related to workplace adjustment such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Youssef & Luthans, 2007) . Hope not only enhances positivity but also may reduce negativity. Ong, Edwards, and Bergeman (2006) showed that daily hope decreased the strength of association between daily stress and negative emotion and that the association was stronger for those low in trait hope. Similarly, hope buffers adverse effects of various types of negative life events, including exposure to violence and having cancer (Cedeno, Elias, Kelly, & Chu, 2010; Stanton et al., 2000) .
In addition to subjective well-being, hopeful thinking contributes to individuals' productivity in objective terms. Trait hope can predict students' academic achievements later in time (Day, Hanson, Maltby, Proctor, & Wood, 2010; Marques et al., 2011) . Hope also is positively related to work performance Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007) . For instance, Peterson and Byron (2008) found a significant positive effect of hope on job performance about 1 year later, controlling for cognitive ability and self-efficacy, among the three different samples of sales employees, mortgage brokers, and management executives. In addition, high-hope employees tend to generate more and better solutions to their work-related problems, as compared to low-hope counterparts (Peterson & Byron, 2008) . These findings suggest the positive impact of hope on various life domains. These positive life outcomes may be due to the fundamental characteristic of being hopeful, that is, goal-directedness (Snyder et al., 1991) . Without goals, neither agentic thinking nor pathways thinking is possible. Clinical interventions for mental health based on Snyder's hope theory start with helping clients find or set personal goals (Klausner, Snyder, & Cheavens, 2002; Lopez, Floyd, Ulven, & Snyder, 2000) . Those who pursue appropriate and relevant goals are more likely and willing to create opportunities to reach their goals. These efforts would lead them to actually achieve the goals, which should increase their well-being (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999) .
Hope for Society
As the earlier review has indicated, if personal hope is so good for the person, social hope may be so for the society. We think that people can have hope not only for personal things but also for their community or society. The present study concerns this type of hope-social hope. A few studies have focused on the social aspects of hope. Snyder and Feldman (2000) speculated about societal conditions for people to be hopeful for other people as well as for themselves. They argued that people are generally engaging simultaneously in personal and communal goals and that high-hope people are more other-oriented in their goal pursuit. Thus, for people collectively to become highly hopeful, the social atmosphere should emphasize valuable long-term goals, care for children and family, promote communication, and so forth (Snyder & Feldman, 2000) . Snyder and Feldman illustrated what a society would be like in which more people are more hopeful.
Similarly, Averill et al. (1990) found that an individual's hope pertains not only to his or her personal interests but also to another person's well-being. In addition, Averill et al. examined hope in relation to social norms or rules. Analysing people's experience of hope, they proposed four types of rules in people's hope: People hope for what they appraise as (a) realistically achievable, (b) ethically acceptable, (c) personally important, and (d) possible to take action to achieve it. The first two rules can give way to the third one. Although these studies (Averill et al., 1990; Snyder & Feldman, 2000) have suggested social influences of hope, it is still about personal hope.
In contrast, Braithwaite (2004) stated that people hope not just as individuals but also as collectives and described collective hope as "sharing a vision of desired social change and seeing opportunity for its realization" (p. 129). Braithwaite showed an association between collective hope and cooperating with social system. Specifically, collective hope was assessed in terms of shared social goals, collective efficacy, and beliefs in institutions, which was positively related to complying with the tax system. Sagy and Adwan (2006) also distinguished between personal and collective hope. They compared these two types of hope among Israeli and Palestinian adolescents. Modifying Staats' (1989) Hope Index, Sagy and Adwan measured personal hope with a set of expectations such as doing well in school and having more friends whereas collective hope included expectations such as low crime rate, justice in the world, and others.
Although these studies tried to empirically capture social hope, their measurements have limitations to be used in other samples. For instance, although Braithwaite's (2004) model of collective hope is similar to what we propose here, her measure of collective hope pertains to the tax system only in all of its subcomponents (i.e., shared social goals, collective efficacy, and beliefs in institutions). Sagy and Adwan's (2006) Collective Hope Index also contains items relevant to the Israel-Palestine conflict. Thus, in the present study, we attempt to develop a measure of social hope that can be more generally applicable.
The Social Hope Scale
We draw on Snyder's hope theory to develop a measure of social hope. Although the theory was intended to explain individuals' hope for their own lives, we think it also can be applied in hoping for a society. As noted earlier, the theory consists of three components: goals, pathways, and agency. A society should have goals that many people in the society value and desire. The people also should believe in achieving the goals successfully via two interrelated, goal-directed types of thinking: pathways and agency. Therefore, we define social hope as individuals' belief that their society will achieve desired social goals through people's collective efforts to find pathways to the goals. We generated four social hope items that tap the pathways and agency aspects by modification of Snyder et al.'s (1996) State Hope Scale. In addition, we created one item that refers to social hope rather directly and generally ("Our society is hopeful."). We assume a single dimension of the social hope construct. Although Snyder and colleagues (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder et al., 1996) distinguished between pathways and agency facets of hope, these two factors are highly related with one another, and studies generally have combined them into one (e.g., Marques et al., 2011; Snyder et al., 2002) . We adopted the State Hope Scale instead of the (dispositional) Hope Scale because social hope would vary by social conditions when it is measured.
In the present study, we conducted two independent online surveys to assess the reliability and validity of the Social Hope Scale. In Study 1, the new scale's reliability and construct validity was tested. Regarding the latter, we examined whether social hope is related to, but distinguished from, state hope (convergent and discriminant validity).
In Study 2, we replicated the reliability and the construct validity tests and investigated the new scale's invariance between samples. Evidence on the concurrent and predictive validity also was examined. As for the concurrent validity, we chose the constructs of political efficacy and self-construal (individualism/collectivism) based on previous studies (i.e., Braithwaite, 2004; Sagy & Adwan, 2006) .
Political efficacy means "the feeling that political and social change is possible and that the individual citizen can play a part in bring about this chance" (Campbell, Gurin, & Miller, 1954, p. 187) . Social hope would be positively related to political efficacy. Braithwaite (2004) underlined "the collective's sense of empowerment or political efficacy, of being able to have one's voice heard, and of having it join others to the point where it makes a difference" (p. 134) as a key element of collective hope. There are two subdimensions to political efficacy: (a) internal efficacy, which refers to perceived competence in understanding and participating in politics, and (b) external efficacy, which refers to perceived responsiveness of governmental authorities and the political system (Craig, Niemi, & Silver, 1990) . We predict a significant, positive association of social hope with both internal and external political efficacy. Note that we did not view political efficacy as a subcomponent of social hope, as Braithwaite did. Social hope-pathways thinking in particular-contains an efficacy feature, but it is not necessarily limited to the efficacy of political influence. Pathways can involve other aspects of social participation and engagement. Sagy and Adwan (2006) claimed that collective hope would be higher than personal hope in a collectivistic society (Palestine) and that the opposite would be true in an individualistic society (Israel). They failed to find evidence supporting their claim: Personal hope was consistently higher in both cultures. Yet, personal hope was higher in the individualistic than in the collectivistic society whereas collective hope was higher in the collectivistic than in the individualistic society. In the present study, we examine the relationship between social hope and self-construal. Self-construal refers to how people think about themselves in relation to others, shaped differently by individualistic versus collectivistic cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) . People in individualistic cultures tend to conceive themselves as independent from others (independent self-construal) whereas those in collectivistic cultures tend to see themselves as connected to others (interdependent self-construal). We expect that social hope is more strongly related to interdependent self-construal than to independent self-construal and that state hope is more strongly related to independent self-construal than to interdependent selfconstrual.
Finally, to assess the predictive validity of the Social Hope Scale, we investigated whether those involved in more social and political activities have greater social hope. Considering the nature of social hope (i.e., pathways and agency beliefs toward desirable social goals), those with greater social hope would be more likely to engage in social activities to contribute to making society better. Thus, the social hope scores should predict those behavioural markers (i.e., social participation) to establish the predictive validity of the scale.
Study 1 Method
Participants. Data were collected in Seoul and adjacent areas (the capital region) of Korea, using an online survey method. A research company (www.embrain.co. kr) recruited participants. The company randomly selected 3,774 for this study and sent them an invitation e-mail with a survey link. In total, 972 started the online survey, but 283 were opted out by the screening process (e.g., age and sex ratio), and 189 showed incomplete or insincere responses. The final sample size was 500.
All participants were Koreans, of which 250 were male (50%). The mean age was 41.1 (SD = 12.31), range = 19 to 69 years. Sixty-five percent of the participants (n = 327) had earned a college degree, 9.2% (n = 46) were college students, 7.4% (n = 37) had an advanced degree, and 18% (n = 90) had a high-school degree or less education. Regarding monthly income, 24.4% (n = 122) reported their income as less than 3 million won (~2,600 USD), 34.8% (n = 174) as between 3 to 5 million won, 24.8% (n = 124) as between 5 to 7 million won, and 16.0% (n = 80) as 7 million won or more.
Measures.
Social hope. We created five items to assess social hope, based on Snyder et al.'s (1996) State Hope Scale: "Right now I see our society as being pretty successful," "Although we are having social problems at this time, we will resolve them by trial and error," "At the present time, our society is heading to a better future," "People have the power to find solutions for whatever difficulties in our society," and "Our society is hopeful." For each of these items, a Likert-type response format of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree) was provided. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal axis factoring and direct oblimin rotation on these five items revealed a one-factor solution with an eigenvalue of 3.44 (68.8% variance explained, M = 2.58, SD = 0.90), a = .92.
State hope. We translated the six items of the State Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1996) , consulting the Korean version of Snyder's Dispositional Hope Scale (Choi, Lee, & Lee, 2008) . Using a Likert-type scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), the agency factor (M = 2.65, SD = 0.96), a = .87, and the pathway factor (M = 2.92, SD = 0.89), a = .87, were assessed. These two subfactors were strongly correlated with each other, r = .81, and thus were combined into one (M = 2.79, SD = 0.88), a = .92.
Results
Factor analysis. As indicated, the EFA on the five items of the Social Hope Scale revealed its unidimensional structure. Table 1 shows each item's mean, SD, and factor loading. We also confirmed unidimensionality of the scale in a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In the CFA, the maximum likelihood method was selected to test the model (AMOS Version 23). We used three model fit indices to evaluate the models: the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Values of CFI and TLI above .90 and a value of RMSEA below .08 indicate acceptable fit. We also present the result of the v 2 statistic, although it is likely to reject the model when its sample size is as large as ours. The one-factor model of the Social Hope Scale yielded an acceptable fit, v 2 = 48.81, df = 5, CFI = .975, TLI = .950, RMSEA = .133, 90% confidence interval (CI) [0.100, 0.168].
1
Convergent and discriminant validity. We examined convergent and discriminant validity of the Social Hope Scale in relation to the State Hope Scale (see Figure 1 ). These two latent factors were correlated with each other, which showed a reasonable fit, v 2 = 200.9, df = 43, CFI = .961, TLI = .950, RMSEA = .086, 90% CI [0.074, 0.098]. To test the convergent validity of Note. S1 = Study 1 (n = 500), S2 = Study 2 (n = 1,033).
a Exploratory factor analysis with principal axis factoring and direct oblimin (oblique) rotation.
these constructs, we computed the average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct. The AVE should be greater than .50 to establish convergent validity because an AVE value below .50 indicates that the measurement error variance is greater than the variance explained by the construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) . The AVE estimates of the social hope and state hope constructs were .69 and .67, respectively, which supported the convergent validity. Although we already provided Chronbach's a of the Social Hope Scale, we additionally calculated the composite reliability (CR) of the social hope construct as an indicator of convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) . The CR of the social hope construct, .92, exceeded the recommended minimum level of .60 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) . The AVE also can be used to evaluate discriminant validity. The AVE value of each construct should be larger than its shared variance with any other construct (squared correlation between constructs) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) . The shared variance of state hope and social hope was .23, r = .47, which is smaller than any of the two AVEs. Another way of showing the discriminant validity is conducting a paired constructs test (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) . In this analysis, we compared two hierarchical models: one in which the correlation parameter estimate for the two latent constructs was fixed to 1, and the other in which the parameter was free to vary. The latter was the same as our initial model as in Figure 1 , and the restricted model yielded a very poor fit, v 2 = 1,499.6, df = 44, CFI = .636, TLI = .546, RMSEA = .257, 90% CI [0.246, 0.269]. The v 2 difference test showed significance difference between the two models, Dv 2 = 1,298.7, Ddf = 1, p < .001, which indicates a significant decrease of model fit in the restricted model. These results support the discriminant validity of the social hope construct from the state hope construct.
Study 2 Method
Participants. The same procedure as that in Study 1 was performed to collect data for Study 2. The same research company randomly sent an invitation e-mail to a sample of 9,898 people living in Seoul. Although 2,005 started the online survey, the final sample consisted of 1,033. By the screening process (e.g., age and sex ratio), 319 were opted out, and 653 also were excluded for their incomplete or insincere responses.
All participants were Koreans, of which 514 were male (49.8%). Mean age was 41.5 (SD = 11.3), range = 20 to 75 years. Sixty-seven percent of the participants (n = 691) had earned a college degree, 7.6% (n = 79) were college students, 11% (n = 108) had an advanced degree, and 15% (n = 155) had a high-school degree or less education. Monthly income also was assessed as follows: In total, 23.5% (n = 243) reported their income as lower than 3 million won, 36.4% (n = 376) as between 3 to 5 million won, 23.7% (n = 245) as between 5 to 7 million won, and 16.4% (n = 169) as 7 million won or higher.
Measures.
Social hope. The five items of the Social Hope Scale were rated on a Likert-type response format of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). An EFA (principal axis factoring with direct oblimin rotation) on these five items showed a one-factor solution with an eigenvalue of 3.49 (62.6% variance explained, M = 3.10, SD = 0.73), a = .89.
State hope. The same scale as that in Study 1 also was provided, using a Likert-type scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The agency factor Table 1 .
(M = 3.04, SD = 0.74), a = .78, and the pathways factor (M = 3.34, SD = 0.65), a = .82, also were strongly correlated, r = .73, and thus were combined (M = 3.19, SD = 0.65), a = .88.
Political efficacy. To measure political efficacy, we translated the six items of the political efficacy measure (Acock, Clarke, & Stewart, 1985) . Three items such as "The government does not really care what the people like me think" (reversed) assessed external efficacy (M = 1.98, SD = 0.74), a = .79, and the other three items such as "Politics or administration is so complicated that a person like me cannot really understand what is going on" (reversed) assessed internal efficacy (M = 2.89, SD = 0.81), a = .76. A Likert-type scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree) was provided.
Self-construal. Participants' self-construal was measured with the Self-Construal Scale (Gudykunst & Lee, 2003) . Although this scale included 28 items in total, we adopted 10 items only and used a Likert-type scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). This short version has proved to be reliable and valid elsewhere (Kim, Shim, Kim, Shin, & Shon, 2012) . The independent self-construal was assessed with five items, such as "I prefer to be self-reliant rather than dependent on others" (M = 3.87, SD = 0.57), a = .83, and the interdependent self-construal also was measured with five items, including "I am careful to maintain harmony in my group" (M = 3.49, SD = 0.56), a = .83.
Social engagement. At the time of this survey, the Republic of Korea was experiencing a great deal of social and political turmoil because the tragic Sewol ferry accident, in which more than 300 people died, had occurred just about 1 month before, and the accident revealed corruption and incompetence in politics and society. Thus, we measured social engagements regarding the Sewol ferry accident. Survey participants were asked whether they had taken part in five types of activities related to the Sewol ferry accident: (a) donation of money or items; (b) expression of opinions to the person concerned by inperson conversation, letter, e-mail, telephone, and so on; (c) participation in volunteer work; (d) participation in rallies or speeches; and (e) visit to the memorial altar. The answers of these five questions (yes = 1, no = 0) were summed to create a measure of social engagement that ranged from 0 to 5 (M = 0.64, SD = 0.73).
Results
Convergent and discriminant validity. The same analytical procedure as that in Study 1 was applied to the data from Study 2. The EFA yielded a one-factor solution for the Social Hope Scale. Descriptive statistics and factor loadings of the scale items are presented in Table 1 . A CFA on this scale showed a good fit, v 2 = 60.5, df = 5, CFA = .981, TLI = .962, RMSEA = .104, 90% CI [0.081, 0.128]. The correlated model also showed an acceptable fit, v 2 = 257.5, df = 43, CFI = .965, TLI = .955, RMSEA = .070, 90% CI [0.061, 0.078], and the correlation between the two latent factors was .46. The AVE estimates of the social hope and state hope constructs were .63 and .58, respectively, and the shared variance of the two constructs was .22, r = .46. The CR of the Social Hope Scale was .89. Finally, the correlated model provided a significantly better fit than did the fixed correlation model, r = 1.0), Dv 2 = 2,027, Ddf = 1, p < .001. These results support the convergent and the discriminant validity of the social hope construct, as in Study 1.
Invariance test across samples. Multigroup analyses were conducted to test the invariance of the model (Figure 1 ) between the two samples (groups). A series of model tests was performed in the following order of nested models: configural invariance, metric invariance, and scalar invariance. First, the model was simultaneously fitted to the Study 1 sample and the Study 2 sample, in which all parameters were freely estimated. This analysis tests the configural invariance of the model across the groups, which resulted in an acceptable fit, v 2 = 458.46, df = 86, CFI = .963, TLI = .953, RMSEA = .053, 90% CI [0.048, 0.058]. Then, the metric invariance model was examined to ensure that participants in the two samples responded to the scale items in the same way. In this model, every factor loading was constrained to be equal across the two groups. This metric invariance model yielded an even better fit, v 2 = 470.51, df = 95, CFI = .963, TLI = .957, RMSEA = .051, 90% CI [0.046, 0.055] .
This model was then compared with the configural invariance model, Dv 2 = 12.05, Ddf = 9, p = .211. This result indicates that the metric invariance model was not significantly different from the configural invariance model. Therefore, the metric invariance was supported. Further tests of model comparisons, however, revealed that the scalar or the structural invariance was not attainable. Therefore, only the metric invariance of the Social Hope and State Hope Scales across different samples was achieved (i.e., weak invariance). The results of the metric invariance model are presented in Figure 1 .
Concurrent validity. We investigated whether the measure is related to other constructs in a way that is theoretically making sense. The Social Hope Scale was correlated with the other measures: state hope, internal political efficacy, external political efficacy, independent self-construal, and interdependent self-construal (see Figure 2) . We computed correlation coefficients between latent constructs using SEM, v 2 = 1,384.2, df = 309, CFI = .920, TLI = .909, RMSEA = .058, 90% CI [0.055, 0.061], which means that measurement error was taken into account in the correlation matrix in Table 2 .
Both internal and external political efficacy were positively related to social hope, as expected. Social hope was more strongly related to external political efficacy, r = .30, than was internal political efficacy, r = .21, which was statistically different, Steiger's z test: z = 2.72, p = .006. In contrast, state hope was more strongly related to internal efficacy, r = .42, than to external efficacy, r = .17, z = 7.76, p < .001. As for self-construal, social hope was significantly correlated with both independent and interdependent self-construals. As expected, social hope also was more strongly related to interdependent self-construal, r = .39, than to independent self-construal, r = .22, z = 5.84, p < .001, and state hope was more strongly related to independent self-construal, r = .45, than to interdependent self-construal, r = .34, z = 3.95, p < .001. These results generally support the concurrent validity of the Social Hope Scale.
Predictive validity. Last, we examined the relationship between social hope and behavioural indicators of social engagement. That is, the predictive validity of the Social Hope Scale was examined. The Social Hope Scale was positively, yet weakly, correlated with social engagement, q = .108, p < .001. Since the measure of engagement has a discrete ordinal nature rather than a continuous one, we decomposed the measure into individual items and investigated whether the level of social hope was different depending on each social participation (Table 3) . Results showed that those who had participated in donation, expression of opinions, and volunteer work had a higher level of social hope than did those who had not.
Discussion
The objective of this study was to develop and validate a measure of social hope. Many studies have focused on personal hope (e.g., Herth, 1992; Miller & Powers, 1988; Snyder et al., 1996) , but very few have paid attention to hope for community or society. Although a few studies have examined collective hope (Braithwaite, 2004; Sagy & Adwan, 2006) , the ways that those studies measured the construct were contingent upon the context (i.e., taxpaying, conflicted region). There was no established instrument to assess hope for society at the individual level. Drawing on (Snyder et al.'s 1991; Snyder et al., 1996) hope theory, we conceptualized social hope as individuals' belief that their society will find ways to achieve desired goals and has the willingness to achieve the goals. Following this definition, we developed a 5-item scale to assess social hope and conducted reliability and validity analyses with two independent datasets.
The results showed that the 5-item scale was structurally unidimensional and internally consistent. Regarding the construct validity, we examined the relationship between social hope and state hope because the items of the Social Hope Scale were derived from the State Hope Scale. Both Scales were moderately associated with one another, rs = .47, 46 for Study 1 and Study 2, respectively).
Social hope was associated with other constructs in ways that are theoretically meaningful. Previous studies have suggest that efficacy beliefs, in terms of perceived capabilities, play a significant role in hopeful thoughts in both an individual and a collective sense (Boyatzis & Akrivou, 2006; Braithwaite, 2004) . Accordingly, we found a significant relationship between social hope and political efficacy. Those who believe in their abilities to influence the political process tend to be hopeful for their society. In addition, external political efficacy was more strongly correlated with social hope than with state hope. This result is understandable in that external Figure 2 The concurrent validity model. Correlation coefficients are presented in Table 2 . IND SC = independent self-construal; INTD SC = interdependent selfconstrual; PE = political efficacy. efficacy concerns individuals' attitudes toward public officials such as governments' or politicians' abilities and willingness to listen to people. Internal efficacy was, in contrast, more strongly related to state hope than to social hope. Considering the nature of the internal political efficacy-understanding and participating in politics, internal efficacy seems to share more commonalities with personal hope than with social hope. Political efficacy can be viewed as a constituent factor of social hope, as Braithwaite (2004) assumed in her research. However, our results indicate that the two constructs are distinct. Statistically, the AVE values of the political efficacies and social hope were greater than the shared variance of any pair between these constructs (see Table 2 ), which indicates the discriminant validity of each construct. Conceptually, social hope may encompass political efficacy. That is, pathways and agency thinking about people's collective efforts toward a better society can include political aspects of the society. However, those who have low political efficacy can have high levels of pathways and agency beliefs regarding other sectors of the society. We provided bivariate relationships only between hope constructs and political efficacies. Future studies can shed more light on the relationships between these constructs. As expected, social hope also was more closely related to interdependent self-construal than to independent self-construal whereas state hope was the opposite. These results are consistent with the literature on culture and social behaviour (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989) . People in collectivistic cultures tend to regard social or collective goals as more important when personal and social goals conflict with each other whereas those in individualistic cultures value personal goals over social ones (Triandis, 1989) . The stronger relationships between interdependent self-construal and social hope and between independent self-construal and state hope demonstrate the cultural implications of hope.
These results, however, do not provide direct evidence that social hope is higher in collectivistic cultures than in individualistic cultures. We did not measure the difference of social hope between independent and interdependent self-construals (cf. Sagy & Adwan, 2006) . In fact, the two types of self-construals exist within an individual, and the degree of each depends on the culture to which the individual belongs (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) . How personal and social hopes work in different cultural contexts would be an interesting topic to explore in future research.
Finally, we found that those who had participated in social activities such as donation and volunteer work showed higher levels of social hope. Although not all the activities measured were associated with greater social hope, the results of this investigation lend support for the predictive validity of the Social Hope Scale. People with greater social hope tend to manifest higher levels of agency and pathways behaviours as they encounter a social crisis or tragedy.
There are some limitations to this study. Although our purpose was to suggest the concept and the scale of social hope, relying on Snyder's (2002) hope theory may have subjected our study to the theory's biases. Snyder and his colleagues' approach to hope (e.g., Snyder et al., 1991) have tended to be considered individualistic, motivational, and goal-oriented (Bruininks & Malle, 2005) , and thus, the Social Hope Scale may better explain the social hope in individualistic cultures than in collectivistic counterparts. Although we provided partial evidence on cultural implications, stronger evidence about cultural variance of this scale should be verified in future cross-cultural studies. In addition, the Social Hope Scale we developed may be limited from the perspective of spirituality and religion (Scioli et al., 2011) . Social hope also may be viewed as a more complex construct than we have assumed in this study. Although limitations exist, we developed a brief and useful instrument to assess individuals' hopefulness about their society. We provided the evidence on the instrument's reliability as well as construct and criterion validity. In future studies, social hope may emerge as an important indicator for the wellness of a society, just as personal hope is so for a person's well-being, hopefully.
